When I first became interested in the subject of generosity, I was familiar with the Freudian notion that there is a close connection between generosity and its opposite, parsimony or stinginess, because of a process of reaction formation and sublimation (Freud, 1908) .
Neverthless, I was not satisfied with the idea that generosity is purely a defense against an underlying tendency toward avarice or miserliness. Although generosity may sometimes function as a defense, I had the clinical impression that people can often act generously for different reasons. For example, they can transcend the strict unidirectional logic of give-and-take human relationships and give others even without knowing what they would receive in return from others. That belief made a positive psychological perspective more attractive (e.g., Seligman, 2002) , because positive psychology broadens our scientific view of human nature and makes it possible to study a phenomenon such as generosity.
Generous deeds are among the building blocks of good social relations. However, although extensive theoretical and empirical work has been devoted to the topics of helping behavior and prosocial attitudes (see, e.g., several of the other chapters in this volume), there is no systematic research on the subjective experiences of people when they act generously. On this basis, I decided to begin my exploration of generosity with a phenomenological approach, because I did not want to make a priori assumptions about what generosity means or how it is experienced by different people. I wanted to know what people think about and feel when they engage in "generous" behavior. I hoped to construct a self-report measure that would cover the different aspects of that experience and allow me to study the antecedents and correlates of individual differences in the subjective experience of generosity.
Conceptual Considerations
How should generosity be defined? Is it a trait, a behavior, a feeling, or an attitude? In the antique Latin poem Psychomachia (Battle of Souls) written by Pudentius, which describes the battle between vices and virtues, generosity is defined as willingness to give and nobility of thought or action. In Aristotle's Nicomachean Ethics, generosity is defined, according to the golden mean pronciple, as the balance between miserliness and prodigality. Assisting others who are in need is encouraged in all religions (Batson, 1991) . For example, the Talmud claims that "deeds of kindness are equal in weight to all the commandments."
Considering these ancient statements about the importance of generosity and kindness, it is surprising that the term generosity is rare, if not completely absent, in modern psychology.
During the 1960s and 1970s, psychological studies were conducted on "helping behavior" and "altruism," but as far as I know there were no published studies of generosity. More recently, Van Lange, Ouwerkerk, and Tazelaar (2002) used the term generosity when discussing social interactions characterized by a conflict between self-interest and the interests of others. They defined generosity as behaving more cooperatively than one's partner rather than behaving in an eye-to-eye, reciprocally punishing fashion during social interactions.
In studies by sociologists and economists, one sometimes finds the term generosity used to describe the extent to which individuals share their money and other assets, and at times to describe certain kinds of cooperative decisions in economic games (e.g., Bendor, Kramer, & Swistak, 1996; Kollock, 1993) . In these studies, costs and benefits of generous behavior are manipulated and a participant's cooperative decisions are used as an index of his or her overall level of generosity. Generous decisions have been found to be affected by many contextual factors, such as the social distance between the decision maker and other parties (e.g., the other player, the experimenter), the monetary cost of a generous action, and certain rules or norms of reciprocity, such as the extent to which a person acts generously because of a previous action by another person that aroused feelings of obligation to respond generously (see Cox & Deck, 2006, for a recent example). These studies have contributed to our understanding of generous behavior, but they are based on inferring generosity from people's decisions to behave in certain ways under certain conditions. It is unclear how well these studies represent experiences and behaviors that occur in daily life in more natural settings.
Even within positive psychology the term generosity has received limited attention. Peterson and Seligman (2004) used it in their classification of character strengths and virtues when defining kindness. Other terms mentioned in that classification are nurturance, care, and altruistic love, all being cases of a person acting without "assurance of reciprocity, reputational gains, or any other benefits to the self" (Peterson & Seligman, 2004, p. 326) . It is important to notice, however, that the concept of "character strength" encourages dichotomous thinking: A person either does or does not have this strength or quality (although presumably it could be nurtured and developed over time). Why not consider instead that generosity is a kind of behavior or experience not restricted to people with a generous character?
If we assume that generous behavior is a part of most people's social repertoire, individual differences might exist not only in the overall level of generous behavior, but also in the particular way a person feels when acting generously. For example, individuals who are prosocially motivated might be more oriented toward others' needs and likely to experience joy and satisfaction in helping others. But individuals who are more self-centered and concerned with their own needs and deprivations might be more ambivalent about helping and might construe acts of generosity as sacrifices or instances of exploitation.
Following this line of thought, I decided to explore the experiential aspects of generous behavior, adopting initially a phenomenlogical approach. Several studies have used this approach to explore other kinds of experiences. For example, Mikulincer, Shaver, and Slav (2006) conducted a phenomenological study of the experience of gratitude and revealed that when people feel grateful toward someone, they experience a multifaceted blend of happiness, love, and security, together with self-focused fears, feelings of vulnerability and of obligation, and distrust of the benefactor's intentions. My aim was to explore the elements of the experience of generosity, relying on people's own understanding of the concept.
Studying the Experience of Generosity
My research project consisted of four phases. In the first phase, I used open-ended questionnaires to elicit thoughts and feelings that participants spontaneuosly mention when recalling examples of their own generous experiences. These thoughts and feelings were content analyzed to create a series of categories covering the various aspects of the subjective experience of generosity. In the second phase of the project, I constructed a self-report scale to measure individual differences in the experiences revealed in the first phase of the project. I then submitted the items to a preliminary factor analysis. In the third phase, I administered a refined version of the scale to a large pool of participants and conducted a new factor analysis, which revealed a four-factor structure of generosity experiences. In the fourth phase of the project, I examined associations between scores on the four factors and a number of potentially related psychological constructs.
Extraction of Units of Meaning from Responses to the Open-ended Questionnaire
An open-ended questionnaire was designed especially for this study to help participants reflect on an event in which they were generous toward another person. Sixty-one subjects (aged 22-44) from a regional college in the central part of Israel were asked to recall an event in which they were generous toward another person and to write a detailed description of their experiences during the event. Specifically, they were asked to describe what happened, what they and the other person did, and what they were thinking and feeling during and after the recalled event.
Different kinds of events were recalled, and they can be grouped according to the recipient of the generous act and the nature of the act. Specifically, 28% of the participants reported being generous toward strangers, 18% toward friends, 16% toward an old person, 11% toward a poor and resourceless person, 11% toward children, 8% toward a disabled or sick person, and 7% toward relatives. Generous deeds included giving material aid, such as money or alms (31%); giving emotional aid, such as advice, guidance, or support (23%); giving physically effortful help (23%); creating a more pleasant or enjoyful situation (16%); or offering a solution to a complex, problematic situation (15%).
Participants' descriptions were content analyzed. In the first stage, each description was broken into small units of meaning while retaining a participant's original wording. This resulted in a list of 257 units of meaning. In the second stage, these units were grouped according to semantic similarity, which resulted in a list of 33 categories. Table 1 shows the 33 categories, the number participants who reported thoughts or feelings in each category, and examples of units extracted from participants' descriptions.
Initial Exploration of the Factorial Structure of the Experience of Generosity
A pool of 58 items was constructed based on the content analysis of participants' descriptions of their thoughts and feelings during generous acts. These items included 1-2 representative sentences (units) from each of the 33 categories presented in Table 1. The 58 items were then administered to a new sample of 289 Israeli undergraduates (aged 19-45). They were first instructed to describe in their own words an event in which they were generous toward another person. Then they were asked to read each of the 58 items and rate the extent to which each item was representative of their thoughts and feelings during the recalled event. These ratings were made on a 7-point scale, ranging from "not at all" (1) to "very much" (7). An exploratory factor analysis with varimax rotation revealed that 34 of the 58 items could be grouped into five factors that explained 49.5% of the total variance. Twenty-four items were excluded at this point due to their relatively low loadings (< .40) on all of the factors or their relatively high loadings (> .40) on more than one factor. The five factors were labeled prosocial orientation (11 items, Cronbach alpha = .89), personal cost/burden (10 items, Cronbach alpha = .82), self-criticism/guilt (6 items, Cronbach alpha = .72), expectations of other's positive response (3 items, Cronbach alpha = .79), and narcissistic concerns (4 items, Cronbach alpha = .64). By "narcissistic," used in the psychoanalytic sense, I mean self-congratulatory or pride inducing; I do not intend for it to be critical or pathologizing.
Refining the Factorial Structure of the Experience
To determine whether these five factors would replicate, I administered the 34-item selfreport questionaire to a different and larger sample of participants via an internet site (www.midgam.com) that is especially designed to collect data for psychology studies.
Participants register on the site, provide sociodemographic information, and receive an individual code that allows investigators to avoid repetitive participation. The site calls for participants to respond to various self-report scales in order to receive feedback about themselves and gain greater self-awareness. Participants are assumed to respond frankly in order to receive reliable feedback. For my study, participants were asked to focus on an event in which they were generous to another person; they were then asked to rate the extent extent to which each of the 34 items was representative of their thoughts and feelings during the recalled event. Ratings were made on the previously described 7-point scale. Five hundred and eighty-one participants (27% men and 73% women, aged 14-62, Median age = 25) responded to the questionnaire, and a second factor analysis with varimax rotation was performed on the 34 items. This analysis revealed a similar, although not quite identical, factorial structure of the experience of generosity. The 34 items were grouped into four factors (with eigenvalues > 1) this time, and they accounted for 49.7% of the item variance. The results of the factor analysis are shown in Table 2 .
The meaning of the factors was similar in the two samples, even though there were some differences in item locations and loadings. Both analyses suggested that when people are acting generously toward others, they experience a complex set of both positive and negative thoughts and feelings concerning the other and the self. In other words, people are often motivated by genuine empathy and caring for others in distress, and when they provide assistance they feel good about themselves and experience a boost in self-esteem and personal satisfaction.
Nevertheless, they may also be preoccupied with negative thoughts and feelings about what for them is a difficult situation, feel guilty for not helping as much as they should have, feeling that they were being exploited by the other person, or just feeling they were losing something of value while acting generously.
Exploring Associations between the Experience of Generosity and Other Variables
The complex structure of the experience of generosity raised questions about possible correlates of the four factors. Four scores were computed for each of the 581 participants by averaging items on each factor; then, correlates between these scores and other theoretically relevant psychological variables were examined. As described previously, the Experience of Generosity Questionnaire (EGQ) was posted on an internet site, allowing participants to respond not only to it but also to many other self-report scales. Examining the correlations between these variables allows me to better understand the meaning of individual differences in generosity experiences while assessing the convergent and discriminant validity of the new EGQ.
The experience of generosity and demographic variables. To explore possible differences between men (n = 152) and women (n = 409), a t-test for independent samples was computed for each of the generosity experience factors. Significant gender differences were found on the emotional cost/burden factor, t(559) = 2.16, p < .05, and on the prosocial orientation factor, t(559) = 2.39, p < .05. Men reported more emotional costs (M = 3.18) and a weaker prosocial orientation (M = 6.13) than women (M = 2.94, M = 6.30, respectively). No significant gender differences were found for the narcissistic gratification and guilt/self-accusation factors. In addition, no significant differences were found between married, single, divorced, or widowed participants on any of the four factors. With regard to education level, ANOVAs revealed that participants who had not finished high school or who had only a high school education had significantly higher scores on the emotional cost/burden factor (M = 3.19, SD = 1.20) than participants with a post-high school education (M = 2.75, SD = 1.20), F(3, 557) = 5.45, p < .01.
Religiosity was not significantly associated with any of the four generosity experience factors.
The experience of generosity and personality traits. The well-known Five Factor Model of personality (Costa & McCrae, 1992; Goldberg, 1993) was examined in relation to the four generosity experience factors. The five personality traits are openness to experience, conscientiousness, agreeableness (which includes caring, other-oriented, prosocial attitudes and behaviors), and neuroticism (proneness to experience negative affects such as anxiety, anger, and hostility). Each trait has six specific facets, so measures of the "Big Five" contain six facet subscales for each trait. I used the 240-item International Personality Item Pool (Goldberg, 1999) , which has been shown to yield trait and facet scores that correlate highly with those of the NEO-PI-R (Goldberg, 1999) . Pearson correlations between the five traits and their corresponding facets, on the one hand, and the four factors of the EGQ, on the other, are presented in Table 3 .
As can be seen, the emotional cost/burden factor of the generosity measure was significantly associated with scores on all six facets of neuroticism and with lower scores on two facets of agreeableness (morality and altruism) and one facet of conscientiousness (self-efficacy).
The prosocial orientation factor of the EGQ was significantly associated with the artistic interests facet of openness to experience, higher scores on most of the facets of agreeableness (trust, morality, altruism, cooperation, and sympathy), and higher scores on all of the conscientiousness facets. Participants who reported having received more "narcissistic supplies" during their generosity experiences scored higher on most of the agreeableness facets (trust, morality, altruism, cooperation, and sympathy), artistic interests, and dutifulness. The guilt/self-accusation factor of the EGQ was significantly associated with anxiety, vulnerability, artistic interests, and three facets of agreeableness (i.e., morality, cooperation, and sympathy).
The associations between agreeableness facets and the narcissistic component of the EGQ may seem somewhat surprising, but they are compatible with positive psychologists' view of human nature (e.g., Seligman, 2002) , in that helping others can provide a sense of selfsatisfaction, expansion, and growth. It is possible that this self-benefit is experienced mainly by agreeable people. In contrast, relatively neurotic individuals may have difficulty experiencing the self-benefits that are potentially available from acts of generosity. Rather, they may experience these acts as additional sources of guilt and remorse because they did not do enough or did not provide optimal assistance. I also examined associations between self-esteem (measured by the 10-item Rosenberg Self-Esteem Scale; Rosenberg, 1979) and the generosity factors, finding a significant association only between the emotional cost/burden factor and lower self-esteem, r(129) = -.21, p < .05.
Moral attitudes and ideologies. In the first phase of my research, some participants spontaneously reported feeling a moral obligation to help others, experiencing self-criticism, and having existential concerns about the world, society, and meaning of life in relation to their experiences of generosity (see Table 1 ). These meaning units seem to reflect a moral or ethical approach to life, which encouraged me to examine possible associations between the four generosity factors and participants' endorsement of moral attitudes and ideologies assessed with Ethical ideologies are defined as sets of beliefs, attitudes, and values that provide a framework for considering ethical dilemmas (Barnett et al., 1994) . Forsyth (1980) Correlations between the two Forsyth dimensions and the four generosity experience factors are shown in Table 4 . A significant association was found only between idealism and the prosocial orientation and narcissistic gratification factors of the EGQ. There were no significant correlations with relativism.
The findings were quite similar when Forsyth's (1980) four categories were used instead of the two dimensions that define them. Idealistic participants reported having a more prosocial orientation and higher levels of narcissistic gratification during generosity experiences. It therefore seems that believing morally "right" actions lead to desirable consequences is associated with prosocial attitudes and higher levels of "narcissistic supplies" from helping others.
Machiavellianism is a tendency to deceive and manipulate others for personal gain. It refers to a person's willingness to achieve goals with little regard for morality (Henning & Six, 1977) . Machiavellianism is negatively associated with social cooperation (Paal & Bereczkei, 2007) . Therefore, I wanted to see how it would be associated with the four factors of the EGQ.
Significant correlations were found between Machiavellianism and the emotional cost/burden and guilt/self-accusation factors of the generosity measure, r(134) = .26, p < .01, r(134)= .19, p < .05, respectively. That is, the more a participant had a Machiavellian view of interpersonal relations, the more he or she felt that generosity entails emotional costs and burdens and the more he or she was bothered by guilt and self-accusation while acting generously. These findings emphasize the aversive nature of machiavellistic people's experience of generosity.
Generosity experiences and attachment. Attachment style is measured in terms of two orthogonal dimensions: (a) attachment anxiety (i.e., the extent to which an individual is worried about separation, abandonment, or insufficient love) and (b) avoidant attachment (i.e., the extent in which the individual avoids intimacy, dependency, and emotional expressiveness) (see Mikulincer & Shaver, 2007, and Chapter 13, this volume) .
I administered the 36-item Experiences in Close Relationships -Revised inventory (ECR-R; Fraley, Waller, & Brennan, 2000) , which measures attachment anxiety and avoidance.
Attachment anxiety was significantly associated with the emotional cost/burden and guilt/selfaccusation factors of the EGQ (see Table 4 ). In addition, avoidant attachment was significantly associated with the emotional cost/burden factor of the generosity measure and with lower scores on the prosocial orientation factor. Thus, it seems that people who score high on one or both dimensions of insecure attachment are more likely to emphasize the emotional costs and burdens of generosity acts. Attachment-anxious people also tended to be troubled by self-accusation and self-criticism, whereas avoidant people tended to be less guided by prosocial motives. These findings are compatible with Bartholomew's (1990) ideas that attachment anxiety is associated with negative appraisals of the self, whereas avoidant attachment is associated with negative appraisals of others.
Generosity experience and social anxiety. Social anxiety is defined as fear and avoidance of social situations in which a person might be exposed to negative evaluations (Kashdan, 2007) .
Although it might seem reasonable to assume that the generous acts reported by study participants were not threatening in this way, because the participants presumably decided to help others, it is still possible that social anxiety is associated with specific facets of the experience of generosity. Participants completed the 30-item Social Interaction Self-Statement Test (Glass, Merlluzi, Bireve, & Larsen, 1982) , which taps the extent to which people perceive the social environment as threatening and as a source of tension. I found that participants' level of social anxiety was associated with the perceived emotional cost/burden of generosity (see Table 4 ). This finding implies that individuals who are more sensitive to social threats may have emotional difficulties even in benign interpersonal interactions.
Generosity experience and loneliness. How do lonely people feel when they act generously? Loneliness is defined as the subjective experience of deficits in the quality or quantity of social relationships and the accompannying feelings of tension and distress (Peplau & Perlman, 1982) . To measure loneliness, I used the revised version of the UCLA Loneliness Scale (R-UCLA; Hawkley, Browne, & Cacioppo, 2005) , which taps three different aspects of loneliness: isolation (feelings of being rejected and withdrawn from society), relational connectedness (feelings of interpersonal proximity, closeness, and support), and collective connectedness (feelings of belonging and affiliation). Higher scores on the first factor and lower scores on the second and third factors indicate greater loneliness. I found that the perceived emotional cost/burden of generous acts was significantly associated with feelings of isolation.
Additionally, the EGQ prosocial orientation factor was inversely related to the feeling of isolation and positively related to feelings of personal connectedness. The narcissistic gratification factor of the generosity experience measure was also inversely associated with feelings of isolation and positively associated with feelings of personal and collective connectedness. The experience of guilt/self-accusation was not significantly related to any of the loneliness scores. These findings imply that people who feel more connected to the interpersonal and social environment tend to be prosocially motivated to engage in generous acts, to feel empathy for others, and to receive narcissistic gratification from helping others. The opposite seems to be true for isolated individuals; helping others in the context of feelings of loneliness and isolation seems to be tied up with negative feelings and emotional burden.
Generosity experience and perception of parents. Authoritative, permissive, and authoritarian parenting styles (Baumrind, 1967) are predictive of different trajectories in personality development. Children who are exposed to a more sensitive, responsive, nonpunitive, and non-authoritarian parenting style tend to develop higher levels of affective and cognitive empathy toward needy others and to engage more in prosocial behavior (e.g., Eisenberg, Lennon, & Roth, 1983; Eisenberg-Berg & Mussen, 1978; Kestenbaum, Farber, & Sroufe, 1989; Zahn-Waxler, Radke-Yarrow, & King, 1979) . This optimal parenting style includes two elements: (a) parental responsiveness, warmth, and supportivenss and (b) moderate demandingness and control (Maccoby & Martin, 1983) . Participants completed the 25-item Parental Bonding Instrument (Parker, Tupling, & Brown, 1979) , which assesses perceptions of mothers and fathers along the dimensions of parental warmth/care and parental control. I found that perception of paternal warmth/care was significantly associated with the narcissistic gratification factor of generous experiences. Perception of parental control was inversely correlated with the prosocial orientation factor of the EGQ and positively correlated with experiencing generous acts as costly and burdensome. Perception of maternal control was significantly associated with a less prosocial orientation and with the narcissistic gratification factor of the EGQ.
These initial findings imply that parental control interferes with prosocial motivation and empathy, and makes it more likely that generous behavior will be experienced as emotionally burdensome . In addition, people who were reared by a warm and caring father tended to get narcissistic gratification from acting generously.
Generosity experience and self-construal. Self-construal refers to the ways in which people perceive themselves in relation to others. Markus and Kitamaya (1991) identified two kinds of self-construal: independent and interdependent. People who construe themselves as independent view themselves as separate from their interpersonal context and unique. People who construe themselves as interdependent with others perceive themselves as woven into their social context and tend to conform to social norms and group expectations. In other words, individuals with an independent self-construal are oriented toward personal goals, whereas individuals with an interdependent self-construal prioritize in-group goals above personal ones (Markus & Kitayama, 1991) . I administered the 24-item Self-Construal Scale (Singelis, 1994) .
Two scores were computed for each paerticipant, one reflecting independent self-construal and one reflecting interdependent self-construal. There was a significant positive association between interdependent self-construal and the guilt/self-accusation factor of the generosity experience measure (see Table 4 ). It seems that for people who construe their self as connected to others, their sense of duty and responsibility for others' welfare is so strong that guilt feelings cannot be calmed down by acts of generosity.
Generosity experience and mood. I also examined associations between the generosity experience questionnaire and participants' mood states. Participants completed the 20-item Positive and Negative Affect Schedule (PANAS; Watson, Clark, & Tellegen, 1988) , which assesses positive and negative affect with two separate scales (PA and NA). PA reflects the extent to which a person feels enthusiastic, active, and alert. NA is a measure of subjective distress or negative mood (Crawford & Henry, 2004; Watson, Wiese, Vaidya, & Tellegen, 1999) . I asked participants to think about their feelings during the past month. Only the emotional cost/burden factor of the EGQ was significantly associated with higher NA and lower PA, implying that this factor seems to be the distinctive affective component of the generosity experience.
I also included the Depression, Anxiety, and Stress Scales (DASS; Lovibond & Lovibond, 1995) . The Depression scale assesses dysphoria, hopelessness, devaluation of life, self-deprecation, lack of interest/involvement, anhedonia, and inertia. The Anxiety scale assesses autonomic arousal, skeletal muscle effects, situational anxiety, and subjective experience of anxious affect. The Stress scale is sensitive to levels of chronic nonspecific arousal. It assesses difficulty relaxing, nervous arousal, and being easily upset/agitated, irritable/over-reactive, and impatient. These scores were significantly associated with the emotional cost/burden and guilt/self-accusation factors of the generosity experience measure. These findings can be interpreted in terms of individuals' general mood that may have affected reponses to both questionnaires (DASS and Generosity). Alternatively, they may reflect the action of a more specific underlying mechanism of emotional disregulation during generosity experiences.
Generosity experience and life satisfaction. In the previous section, I reported findings concerning positive and negative affect. Now I turn to life satisfaction --the process by which individuals assess the quality of their lives on the basis of their own criteria (Andrew & Withey, 1976; Diener, 1984; Diener, Emmons, Larsen, & Griffin, 1985; Pavot & Diener, 1993; Shin & Johnson, 1978) . Various factors were found to be predictive of satisfaction with life, such as specific personality traits (e.g., extraversion, neuroticism), marital status, and physical health, to name a just a few (e.g., Costa, McCrae, & Zonderman, 1980; DeNeve & Cooper, 1998; Diener, 1984; Mehnert, Kraus, Nadler, & Boyd, 1990; Diener, Gohm, Suh, & Oishi, 2000) . Participants completed the 5-item Satisfaction With Life scale (Diener, Emmons, Larsen, & Griffin, 1985) .
There was a significant inverse association between life satisfaction and the emotional cost/burden factor of the EGQ and significant positive associations between life satisfaction and the prosocial orientation and narcissistic gratification factors of the EGQ. These results reinforce the conclusion that holding a prosocial orientation and finding narcissistic gratifications while acting generously toward others is closely related to a person's overall subjective well-being.
Some additional findings: Generosity experience, obsessions, and money. In the opening paragraph of this chapter, I mentioned the classical psychoanalytic view that a generous character may result from reaction formation and sublimation of unconscious stinginess, thought to stem from a fixation at the anal phase of psychosexual development (Freud, 1908) . In his account of anal eroticism, Freud (1908) of responsibility for thoughts, perfectionism (i.e., intolerance of ambiguity), and the importance of controlling thoughts; and (c) the Money Beliefs and Behaviors Scale (Furnham, 1984) , which measures the value people place on money and taps dimensions of obsession (i.e., excessive preoccupation with money), power (i.e., the belief that money can purchase power, prestige and control over others), and retention (i.e. parsimony and hoarding).
With regard to obsessive thoughts and compusive behaviors (Obsessive Compulsive Inventory), Pearson correlations revealed that the emotional cost/burden and guilt/selfaccusations factors of the generosity experience were significantly associated with fear of contamination and obsessional thoughts (see Table 5 ). The emotional cost/burden factor was also significantly associated with hoarding and ordering (see Table 5 ). With regard to obsessional beliefs, the emotional cost/burden and guilt/self-accusation factors of the EGQ were significantly associated with all three obsessional beliefs: overestimation of responsibility for thoughts, intolerance of ambiguity, and the importance of controlling thoughts (see Table 5 ). All three attitudes toward money were also significantly associated with scores on the emotional cost/burden and guilt/self-accusations factors of the generosity experience (see Table 5 ).
Taken together, these findings reveal a clear-cut association between obsessive thoughts and compulsive behaviors, obsessional beliefs, and obsessions concerning money, on the one hand, and the more negative qualities of generosity experiences -perceived emotional cost/burden and the experience of guilt/self-accusation while acting generously. In his paper "character and anal erotism," Freud (1908) mentioned that he had clinically observed some patients with a constellation of prominent characteristics; they were tidy, clean, trustworthy, parsimonious, and obstinate. Freud assured his readers that "no theoretical expectation played any part in that impression" (1908, p. 169), but he tried to understand it on the basis of his psychosexual theory. The findings in this section seem compatible with Freud's observations as well as conclusions reached by contemporary investigators of the psychology of money (Furnham & Argyle, 1998) : "Money is clearly symbolic and imbued with moral and emotional meaning" (p. 60). It is not surprising, then, that attitudes about money are related to the experience of generosity.
Conclusions
In the research described here, generosity experiences were found to be complex, containing both positive and negative aspects. While engaging in self-classified generous acts, people not only encounter needy others; they also encounter aspects of themselves -their moral attitudes, interpersonal schemas, coping strategies, and emotional states. They may experience both positive feelings associated with helping others, including the pride associated with being good, kind, and moral. But they may also feel emotionally burdened, annoyed, or self-critical.
The four-factor structure of experiences of generosity seems likely to be reliable, because it appeared in two different participant samples, one of university students and one of respondents to a website. Nevertheless, the findings need to be replicated in other cultures and checked for generalizability.
The associations between the factors of generosity experiences and other psychological constructs explored here indicate that individual differences in the experience of generosity are related to other extensively studied psychological processes. It is unclear at present how the variables are causally interrelated and how best their associations should be interpreted. I hope this chapter will encourage further research that deepens our understanding of generosity, a uniquely human virtue. Interpreting the other's behavior as signifying that he/she felt a debt was being created I felt happy to see the old man smiling; I was happy to see that the child was feeling good.
(16%) 7.
Feeling happy about the happiness of the other I wanted to help her; I had good intentions to help him 10 (16%) 8.
Wishing to help I was disappointed because I had to give up something that was important to me; I was happy to help, but I had to double my pace afterwards; I felt that I was giving her my time.
10 (16%) 9.
Conflict due to the costs and loss involved in giving to the other I felt that it was hard and that I wanted it to be over; I felt that my hand was hurting me and I was a bit sorry.
10 (16%) 10. Feeling the nuisance and burden of the situation Although I didn't have to do it, I went out of my way to help him; I gave him all that I could and more, although it was not convenient for me.
9 (15%) 11. Measuring the amount of giving, and considering it to require extraordinary effort I felt that I couldn't really solve his problem; I felt bad that I could not help him more; I felt that I didn't help her enough so she will still be alone and depressed.
8 (13%) 12. Feelings of inadequacy, helplessness, or shorthandedness I felt guilty that we are all so healthy and he is so miserable; I felt uncomfortable about being spoiled when there is so much suffering in the world.
8 (13%) 13. Self conscientious and self-criticism I thought how sad it is that something like that can happen to anyone in our country; I thought that there is so much poverty and suffering in the world; I thought that in our lives we are always running , and that it is these moments that give meaning to our lives; I thought that generosity would make the world a better place. 3 (5%) 28. Feelings of being exploited by the other After that event I felt that I wanted to help her again; I felt that I would be glad to help him again in the future.
3 (5%) 29. Giving as a reinforcer of motivation to give again and again I thought that other people would not care as much as I did; I felt good about myself because it was revealed that I am a nice guy and not apathetic.
3 (5%) 30. Narccisstic feelings and heightened selfesteem as a result of being special in comparison to others I saw her as weaker than me; I felt good about the fact that I knewe how to help someone in trouble.
3 (5%) 31. Narccisstic feelings and heightened selfesteem as a result of the perceived gap between the self and the person in need I wanted him to feel pleased ; I wanted him to know that I gave him the best that I could. Notes: N = 127; * p < .05 ; ** p < .01 
